This paper aims to analyze the juridical barriers of execution of verdict in case of dismissal dispute as well as offering a solution to the execution of such verdict to be carried out so that workers obtain their rights. Through the statute and case approaches, it is concluded that the juridical barriers are: 1) in a reminder implementation, the existing regulation does not authorize the bailiff to force the defendant to attend the reminder call if the defendant refuses to attend the call voluntarily; and 2) in the execution seizure, the goods to be confiscated shall belong to the defendant, whereas the plaintiff can not prove it because all the evidence is in the hands of the employer. While alternative solutions in order the verdict may be executed well are: 1) involving authorized third parties who may assist the worker as a plaintiff to prove the ownership of the items for which the request is for confiscation; and 2) implementing the body's forced effort to an employer with a bad faith in accordance with Supreme Court Regulation No. 1 Year 2000, but by reducing the minimum limit of debt that is not as much as one billion rupiah due to cases of dismssal dispute are less possibility of paying for the workers' rights who reached that amount.
Introduction
Employee-Employer relationship is one of the fundamental aspects of labor law.
1 Such relations are at the core of relationships for employers and workers. The difference is for employer, work relationships are placed in the interests so that their business can run well and profitably. In addition, the awareness of entrepreneurs is increasing to fulfill the laws and regulations related to the safety and maintenance of health workers. 2 For this reason, the employer wants to have the freedom to determine whether to continue the employment relationship or terminate the workers.
While for workers, the maintenance of a working relationship means the guarantee of a source of income for their survival. Therefore, workers will continually strive to maintain a working relationship. 3 Legally, employers and workers have the same position. Both parties have the freedom to make and determine the contents of the work agreement. Workers and employers on the principle are equally free to start and terminate the employment relationship in accordance with the principle of freedom of contract contained in the contract law. However, in practice, the employers who always take the initiative in terminating the employment relationship. Thus, the position of workers and employers is legally equal, but when viewed from the reality, the position is not equal. Workers are generally in a weak position compared to employers.
Workers are groups that depend on their lives and their families for the company where they work. Most of the workers who were subject to layoffs could no longer work in other companies due to several things, such as age problems and limited employment offer. This means that the rights of the laid-off workers, especially severance pay, are the main capital to continue living for the lives of workers and their families. To protect from unbalanced conditions, the government has taken steps to protect workers from layoffs through regulation of prevention efforts so as not to be laid off. If layoffs remain unavoidable, then it must be run fairly and properly, both procedure and substance.
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The most extensive and complete protection for workers provided by labor legislation is protection for workers from layoffs. This is understandable because for workers, layoffs are troublesome. Therefore, workers must be protected against layoffs. The protection includes prevention efforts, prohibitions on layoffs, reasons for termination of employment, and rights received by workers as compensation for termination of employment in the form of severance pay, tenure, compensation, and termination fees.
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Although labor laws and regulations have provided a lot of protection for laidoff workers, in practice, these protections cannot work effectively. Often workers in termination dispute have attempted to go through the bipartite negotiations, mediation, filing a lawsuit to the Industrial Relations Court, appealing to the Supreme Court, until the decision is legally binding, but workers still denied to get their rights. This is because these decisions cannot be implemented or executed.
Based on the above background, this article aims to analyze the existence of juridical barriers in the execution of court's decisions on the Industrial Relations Court regarding worker termination dispute and offer solutions that can be carried out so that the execution of these decisions can run well so that dismissed workers can obtain his rights. To answer the above, this legal research uses a statute approach and a case approach. This is consistent with the prescriptive character of law, which is to obtain results that contain values. The statute approach is used with the consideration that the study will examine the laws and regulations related to the settlement of industrial relations disputes, especially for resolving disputes on worker termination. A case approach is used to see the basis of the judge's ratio decidendi in the Industrial Relations Court in deciding the dispute.
Juridical Barriers on the Execution of Court's Verdict in Employment
Termination Dispute has obtained permanent legal force, the decision can be carried out. The defeated party can voluntarily carry out the decision. Therefore, the case will be completed without the need for court assistance in carrying out the decision. However, it often happens that the defeated party does not want to carry out the judge's decision voluntarily so that the court's help is needed to enforce the decision by force. The party won in the decision can request the execution of the decision (execution) to the court that will execute it by force (execution).
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The implementation of the judge's decision or execution is essentially nothing but the realization of the obligation of the losing party to fulfill the achievements stated in the decision. There are several types of execution, namely:
Execution of decisions that punish people for committing an act. This is regulated in Article 225 HIR and Article 259 RBg. One cannot be forced to fulfill an achievement in the form of an act. However, the party won can ask the judge so that the interest he will get is judged by money. An example of this execution in industrial relations disputes is the execution of decisions that punish employers to re-employ workers to their original place;
2. Real execution is execution which is the charged of an achievement to the debtor by a judge's decision directly. So the real execution is the implementation of decisions that lead to the same results as if carried out voluntarily by the parties concerned; and 3. Execution that punishes the losing party to pay some money. The required achievement is to pay a sum of money. This execution is regulated in Article 196
HIR and Article 208 RBg. An example of this execution in industrial relations disputes is the execution of decisions that punish employers for paying severance pay, tenure awards, and reimbursement of rights to laid-off workers.
As stated above that if a judge's decision has permanent legal force, then the losing party shall be willing to carry out the contents of the decision voluntarily.
However, if it turns out the losing party is not willing, then the first step taken by the winning party is to submit an application to the Chairperson of the local State
Justice so that the losing party is given a warning (Aanmaning). The aanmaning application is made in writing which contains the identities of the parties in the case, In practice, this application is accompanied by a copy of the decision that has a permanent legal force) as well as what reasons so that the aanmaning application is submitted and requested for execution.
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In its implementation, these guidelines encounter juridical constraints, namely if the defendant intentionally or unintentionally does not attend the call, the current regulation does not authorize the bailiff to force the defendant to attend an aanmaning call if the defendant does not want to attend it voluntary. So often the defendant has been given the summons many times but the defendant still does not want to attend. This is as in the following cases: Maharupa Gatra, on the 8th of October 2010 the first till third Aanmaning Letter was given, but the Respondent did not come.
After aanmaning and the respondent promises to fulfill the judge's decision at a certain time, but the respondent still does not fulfill it, the applicant submits an application for seizure of execution, especially if the decision is in the form of a payment of money. The request for seizure of execution is not necessary if it turns out that during the first level of trial process, the judge has placed a guarantee confiscation and the decision is declared valid and valuable. Confiscate guarantees that are declared valid and valuable can be executed for compensation. The seizure can be placed on all assets of the defendant both movable and immovable property.
If the amount of movable property is calculated, it is not enough to pay the amount of money that must be fulfilled by the defendant, then the deficiency can only be taken from immovable property. However, in its implementation there are juridical difficulties, namely the items to be confiscated must be the property of the defendant so that evidence is needed that the items to be confiscated are actually the property of the defendant.
Even though the items submitted for confiscation are in the place of the defendant, it is not necessarily the property of the defendant. It may be that the goods requested to be confiscated belong to another person borrowed or rented by the defendant or the goods belong to the defendant but have been subject to material security rights such as fiduciary. This causes the items requested for confiscation to be required proof that the item really belongs to the defendant. Basically, the execution of a direct effort against a decision that convicts a defendant to commit a certain act is difficult to be implemented. This is because the fulfillment of the decision can only be carried out by the convicted person. In industrial relations disputes, the decision of a judge who convicts the defendant (employer) to re-employ the plaintiff (worker) is a decision to carry out a particular act. The decision will be difficult to implement if the employer does not want to voluntarily comply with the decision. ruled that layoffs against workers were contrary to the law and punished employer to re-employ workers to their original place. However, for this decision also, the employer does not carry it out.
In anticipation of the above non-compliance, the law actually provides a way for plaintiffs to file additional claims to the defendant in the form of a sum of money so that the judge's decision is determined so that the convict must pay a sum of money (forced money) if the principal sentence is not met. Strictly speaking, this forced money (dwangsom) is of additional punishment (subsidair) whose existence depends on the principal punishment (primair), meaning that dwangsom can be carried out and has the power of execution if the convicted person is deemed unwilling to voluntarily fulfill the principal punishment until the warning period or aanmaning is exceeded.
Dwangsom or forced money is regulated in Article 606a and 606b RV. Article 606a RV states "As long as a judge's decision contains a penalty for something other than paying a sum of money it can be determined that as long as or every time the convict does not fulfill the sentence, he must be given a sum of money and the money is called forced money (dwangsom), while Article 606b states "If the judge's decision is not fulfilled then the opposing party. It is authorized to carry out the decision on a set amount of forced money without first obtaining a new right under the law". Referring to these provisions it can be understood that the decision of a judge who can impose a dwangsom sentence is a judge's decision in the civil field that is comdemnatoir.
It can be said that the dwangsom serves as a way to exert psychological pressure so that the defendant will carry out the main sentence. Because if not, the unwillingness of the defendant to postpone the execution of the main sentence will only further burden the defendant, namely that in addition to still having to fulfill the main sentence, the defendant must also pay forced money. The execution of the punishment for forced money is carried out by verifying the executie based on the provisions of RBg. Based on these provisions and habits in judicial practice, then the outline of the execution stages includes a warning (aanmaning), confiscation, auction.
12
Not only for the judge's decision to punish employers for reinstating workers in their original jobs, difficulties in carrying out executions were also experienced for judges 'decisions that punish employers for paying workers' rights due to layoffs. In the judge's decision on disputes on termination of employment that sentenced employers to pay a sum of money (severance pay, term of service, and compensation for the rights that should have been received by workers), it was not uncommon for employers to not fulfilling this obligation. Instead of fulfilling these obligations, the entrepreneur actually let it drag on. This is clearly detrimental to the interests of workers.
Judging from the nature of the decision that punishes employers to fulfill an achievement in the form of payment of a sum of money, it can be possible to apply Gijzeling may only be used if the items to fulfill a decision are missing or insufficient. This is an important execution tool, because it involves human freedom.
The head of the district court issues a warrant to take hostage because at the request, either verbally or in writing, from the winning party. The order states how long the losing party will be detained. The order was executed by the ruling party, the bailiff.
The cost of detention, especially the cost of maintaining the person being held hostage, is temporarily borne by the party making the request to take hostage. These costs in the future, if the detained person meets the hostage, will be told to bear the hostage. 4 of 1975 was deemed inappropriate because it did not include an understanding of debtors who were capable but did not want to fulfill their obligations in paying debts, so that the translation needed to be refined to become "Forced Body", as contained in the universally valid "Imprisonment for Civil Debts" definition.
Conclusion
The juridical barriers on the execution of court's verdict in employment termination dispute, among others are in implementing aanmaning, the current regulation does not give authority to the bailiff to force the defendant to attend the summons if the defendant does not want to attend the call voluntarily, so the defendant has often been given an aanmaning call many times but the defendant still does not want to attend. In the execution of seizure, the items to be confiscated must be the property of the defendant. This being said, there should be evidence that the item to be confiscated is actually the property of the defendant, while the worker as the plaintiff cannot prove it because all evidence is in the hands of the businessman as the defendant.
Alternative solution for the Verdict on Employment Termination to be Executed by involving authorized third parties who can assist the workers as plaintiffs to prove ownership of the items requested for confiscation. Applying the gijzeling to the defendant whose intentions are not in accordance with PERMA No. 1 of 2000, but by reducing the minimum debt limit that no longer amounts to at least one billion rupiah.
This is because for cases of disputes on termination of employment, it is very unlikely that the payment of workers' rights will reach that value.
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